The latest dispute over whether the Unit- 
ed States has the capability to verify Russian 
compiiance with a Sait-II treaty is unfortu- 
nate because it appears to have been unnec- 
essary. Closeiy examined, the divergence be- 
tween the two sides is much smaller than it 
seemed to be initially: and the questions’ 
about U. S. capability may have been largely 

avoidable | 
| The flap started when Stansfield Turner, 
director of central intelligence, testified to a 
Senate subcommittee that it would take un- 
til 1984 to compensate completely for the 
loss of sophisticated listening posts in Iran, 
near the Soviet border. Since the posts were 
part of the U. S. complex for monitoring So- 
viet missile tests — an activity essential to | 
verifying compliance with SALT treaty pro- 
visions — the implication was that there 
would be a gap in U. S. verification and the” 
Soviets might be able to put one over on us. | 


But then Harold Brown, secretary of de-| 


fense, issued a statement saying that, in his 
judgment, the gap in verification capability 
would be filled by alternate methods within 
a year. His explanation of the time discre- 
pancy was that the Iran listening posts gath- 
ered a lot more intelligence than the mini- 
mum needed for monitoring the prospective: 
treaty. Anda CLA spokesman confirmed that 
point. : 

Nevertheless, the White House is unhappy’ 
with Admiral Tumer for not making that 
point clear in his testimony to the senators 
and angry at the senators who leaked part of: 
his testimony to the press — a “distorted”; 
version, according to Jody Powell, press sec- 
retary. Moreover, Admiral Turner drew 
White House disapproval for refusing, at a 
meeting with reporters, to take a position on | 
whether SALT treaty compliance could be 
verified. His response was that this was a , 
“political” question. 

Secretary Brown argued that a year’s gap 
in part of the U. S. verifying process would 
not be fatal, since it might take most of that 
‘time to achieve signing and ene 

_the treaty. 
Obviously, the SALT-II treaty, for sine: 
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limits on the number and size of strat: 
nuclear weapons, would not be palatab 2: | 
senators, who must ratify the treaty, or ° 
the American public if the President cui 


not guarantee, in some convincing fashic 
’ that violations of the treaty could be detec 


ed. Verification lies close to the heart of if 
whole arms control process. Neither coun: 
would be willing to accept such an agret 
ment on faith. 

The U.S. complex of detection devices i. 
highly ‘secret. It includes satellite survei: 
lance, naval listening posts, airborne radca: 
equipment, and radar stations on the ground 
Now that the Iran stations have been close: | 
down, those in Turkey and elsewhere hav. 
faken on increased importance. Only th: 
technicians can tell exactly what capabilitie: | 
each kind of station possesses. Whethe: ° 
these are supplemented by old-fashioned eS: 
pionage work ts a deep secret that nobody is! 
going to talk about. 

Thus, the debate over how fully Sovie 
testing of new weapons can be monitored | 
and how completely compliance with. the . 
SALT treaty can be verified, is going to be 
conducted partly in the dark. At some point 
laymen have to accept the word of the tech- 
nical people; and the public has to accept the 
word of the political leaders. Senators are 
entitled to pretty complete proof, and unless 
they get it, they aren’t likely to ratify an 
agreement, even if it has been signed .:4 
vouched for by the President. 

With the long process of negotiation on 3 
complicated set of limits and obligations 
nearing an end, the debate over SALT is 
bound to intensify. It’s too bad that the dia- 
logue has to be confused by discrepancies | 
such as were highlighted the past week. ; 
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